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'Lack of Nominations 
Prompts Abolishment'
Prompted by a lack of nominations for various offices, 
the Student Senate of Rosary Hill College has passed a 
motion to abolish campus student government. At an 
emergency meeting called by President Kathie Kenney on 
April 22, the senators passed the following motion:
“That the formal structure of the Student Senate with its standing 
committees (including Wick Board and Budget Board) be abolished 
for the following reason — Due to lack of student nominations, it is 
impossible for the proposed Governing, Student Activities, and 
Budget Boards (which were ratified on April 16, 1970) to be an 
effective or viable means of student governance for the year 
1970-71.” The results of this vote on the motion were nineteen yes, 
two no, and two abstentions.
This move goes back one week to the Constitutional Referendum. 
The purpose of this referendum was for the student body to vote on 
(1 )  accepting a new Constitution, (2) retaining the present 
Constitution, or (3) abolishing student government altogether. .
The new Constitution proposed a separation o f the present three 
facets of student government — Senate, Wick Board, and Budget 
Board. In the proposed Constitution, three separate boards were 
offered —'"Governing Board, Student Activities Board, and Budget 
Board.
The referendum was held on Wednesday, April 15. It was 
extended to Thursday, April 16 so that part-time students and 
students who are generally off-campus could have a greater 
opportunity to vote.
The new Constitution was accepted by a vote of 621 in favor of 
it, Fourteen voted to retain the present Constitution, twenty-four 
voted to abolish student government, and seventeen abstained.
Self-nominations for the new offices outlined in the newly ratified 
Constitution were opened on Monday, April 20. They were open 
until Wednesday, April 22. On Wednesday, Mary Seime, chairman of 
elections, had received only a limited number of nominations. Only 
one slate of candidates (for the chairman and vice-chairman of 
Budget Board) had been received. Few students ran for the other, 
non-executive positions on the three Boards.
At 4:30 on April 22, the emergency Senate session was called to 
order. Discussion centered around extending nominations for one or 
two more days. This idea was rejected by the body of senators 
because ample publicity had been given concerning the days 
specified for self-nominations. At this point of the meeting, the 
motion for abolishment was made.
Prolonged discussion followed this motion. This discussion 
centered upon possible alternatives for abolishment and on money 
problems that would result because of this move. Discussion ended 
and the vote was taken (see above for results).
Reaction to this move has been mixed. One student stated that 
she expected this to happen. Others said that this move was 
ridiculous, for student voice would be lost. Some said that it is the 
best thing that Senate has done.
Actual results of this move will probably not be known until next 
year, when student will have to work and program with no 
government.
Which End Up?
The following thought that these four pages were 
important enough ithat they were willing to contribute 
time and thought to their creation:
Kathy Acey; Robin Bieger; Mary Angela Canavan, 
O .S .F . ;  Robert DeCarli; Natalie Doyle; Wendy 
Estabrook; M. Paula Fox, O .S.F.; Nancy Kelly; 
Kathie Kenney; Marita Lannan, O .S.F.; Patt Lukeas; 
William Mayrl; Noreen O'Hagan; Mary Frances Parisi, 
O.S.F., Patricia Plovanich, O .S.F.; Ave Poth; Peter 
Siedlecki; Nora Wren.
Not all contributors necessarily agree with all that is said 
in this paper. Unfortunately, it wasn't possible to contact 
all who might have contributed.
Prelude
This looks like the ASCENT. But thiŝ  isn't. This is a special four pages devoted almost 
entirely to government at Rosary Hill. A lot of what's written talks about students 
government and how it isn't anymore. But even more of what's written talks about us, 
where we are going and not going. It talks about the chances we've had or haven't had or 
will have or won't have.
The first page tries to objectively bring everyone up to date about the Student Senate's 
recent decision to^abolish itself. The other side of the page doesn't try to be objective at 
all, two students who worked at fashioning a new Constitution frankly discuss what they 
were trying to do and all their disappointments at the way their work was received. Since 
no one could find an ostrich, the page was finished off with a cartoon instead of a 
photograph.
Page two is devoted to individual editorial statements. We worked hard on the middle 
of the page also, but no one could figure out what to name these two columns.
The Dialogue on page three brings various members of the college community together. 
If we tell you here everything that the dialogue discusses, we won'^have anything left for 
page three.
Peter Siedlecki's story on page four is followed by a cartoon published in the A SCEN T  
just one month ago. We think it's worth repeating. *
News Flash:
On April 22, 1970, the 
Student Senate of Rosary 
H ill College died while 
attempting to give birth to a 
new constitution and e new 
governing structure. Fast 
approaching the age of 
menopause and continually 
suffering from cramps, hot 
flashes, sluggishness, foul 
moods and incompatibility, 
the Senate chose her own 
death over the abortion of 
her child. Although the 
final cause of death was 
long months of hard labor, 
the diagnosis indicated that 
she had had a life history of 
chronic ills, and that she 
h a d  b e e n  g r o w i n g  
p r o g r e s s i v e l y  w eaker  
because of the heavy bonds, 
of red tape which she 
continually wore and the 
lack of fresh blood available 
to her. The autopsy proved 
that her entire body was 
infected with disease and 
festering sores, and that 
Senate in general lacked the 
will to live. Her veins had 
b e c o m e  clogged w ith  
apathy; her hands weary 
from  tiresome, irrelevant 
chores,'her senses numbed 
and her mind blown by 
t w e n t y  y e a r s  o f  
unsuccessful labor.
T h e  child that Senate 
bore was unwanted. It is 
presently residing in the 
warm incubator of Sister 
Angela's office. People who 
wish to adopt this infant or 
who would even consider 
being a foster parent are 
urged to take immediate 
action. Wealth, popularity, 
and good academic standing 
are not required; the only 
necessary qualification is a 
sincere desire to save the 
child from the death its 
m other suffered, and a 
willingness to provide the 





O p e n i n g  r e m a r k s  of 
moderator:
A special committee on 
campus tension established 
last fall by the American 
C o u n c il on Ed u catio n  
r e c e n t l y  issued th e ir  
findings which emphasized 
the need for dialogue as 
integral to campus peace. A  
dialogue among students, 
faculty, and administration 
hopefully will read to real, 
d i r e c t  a n d  o p e n  
co m m u n ica tio n . Today  
then I hope th at this 
dialogue will be a beginning.
Dialogue begins on page 
three.%
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FIRST EDITORIAL
Evident on our Rosary Hill 
campus is a new attitude, a 
search for new directions: (or 
added : in the internal politics of 
student organizations): it shows 
itse lf  in the refusal of the 
students to accept the method 
of self-nomination for office. 
Through this decision they are 
telling us certain things. I read 
their message as proof that they 
are in a healthy state, for today 
ind iv idual responsibility no 
lo n g e r  seem s to  be the  
acceptable style of leadership. 
Rather , the trend is toward group 
lead e rsh ip , th rough  shared 
responsibility. The traditional 
system  of self-nomination is 
perhaps seen as savoring of 
c o n c e i t ,  as  a t y p e  o f  
self-aggrandizement when the 
major thrust is turning toward 
group cohesion and group goals.
Therefore it seems to me that 
to ask today’s student body to 
accep t the 1960 ty p e  of 
leadership to meet the 1970 
situation is to ask them to stand 
s till ,  which in reality is to 
stagnate. If we look creatively 
into the situation, we may find 
that using the student senate as a 
b o a r d ,  w i t h '  r o t a t i n g  
c h a i r m a n s h i p  and shared 
re sp o n sib ility , may be the 
so lu t io n .  If  n o t ,  perhaps 
something of a similar nature 
should be investigated.
The key to the 70’s in all 
areas of college governance is 
cooperation in and among the 
four  essential groups of the 
college family — trustees, 
admin is t ra t ion ,  faculty and 
students. I can therefore affirm 
- it as a good thing that this 
message has come from the 
students to the students, and to 
the faculty and administration — 
that it came ïirst from them, and 
that it came in a mature way.
The door is being opened to a 
creative approach for all of us, 
one that holds great possibilities 
and great challenge.
Mary Angela Canavan, O.S.F.
President
SECOND EDITORIAL
Complet ing one academic 
year * and planning for the 
challenge of another provides an 
opportunity  for self-scrutiny. 
Rosary Hill must be doing some 
things right: our seniors are both 
finding jobs and being accepted 
in  g ra d u a t e  schoo ls. But 
complacency must be avoided 
and the dissolution of the 
S tu d e n t  Senate makes the 
complacent uneasy. With the 
feminist movement alive and 
growing all over the nation why 
is it that the young women on 
this campus are unwilling to 
assume leadership. There is a 
unique opportunity here to 
exercise women’s rights and we 
seem to  be retreating to a 
Victorian position. It is to be 
h o p e d  th a t  the  academic 
com m uni ty  will accept this 
opportunity  to develop new 
forms of  governance, more 
efficient and meaningful than 
those known to date.
One area in which real 
improvement is desirable is that 
o f communication. How can 
each segment on the campus 
communicate with the. others? 
How often has it been said of 
some campus event: “I didn’t 
know about it.” After weeks of 
p l a n n i n g ,  t h a t  c a n  be  
devastating. Another example of 
the lack of communication is the 
myth that is perpetrated that all 
grades earned on another  
campus are lowered by one 
letter. In spite of numerous 
explanations to the contrary, 
somehow this misinformation 
persists.
Representation of all units on 
committees may help but unless 
some method is established for 
passing information acquired on 
to  o n e ’s constituency , the 
situation is not improved.
The ASCENT could be a vital 
organ for communication on 
campus.  Instead of carrying 
national news that is available 
elsewhere, the ASCENT could 
reflect the concerns of Rosary 
Hill. This is only one suggestion. 
Other ways of reaching each
m e m b e r  o f  t h e  cam pus  
community must be sought if 
1970-71 is to find RHC ready to 





The results of the dissolution 
of Student Senate are difficult 
to  predict. This decision to 
disband could mean many 
things; however, two are evident. 
A removal of the old structure 
could mean re-vitalization of 
student interest in new modes of 
governance, the beginning of an 
i m a g i n a t i v e  and creative 
i n v o l v e m e n t  in c a m p u s  
programming. OR it could mean 
th e  a b s e n c e  o f  s t u d e n t  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in College 
decision making:  academic, 
social, intercollegiate.
If the former is to happen, the 
signs of interest must show 
t h e m s e l v è s  s o o n .  Som e 
movement of interest in Ihe 
student body must be evident. A 
good indication of this interest 
will be the kind of response that 
the invitation will receive which 
is offering an opportunity for 
individuals to express in a desire 
to be involved in College affairs. 
At present this announcement is 
asking for volunteers to serve on 
a n y  o n e  o f  th e  s e v e n  
administrative committees. It is 
also inviting students to serve on 
an AD HOC committee for a 
week of  the ar ts ,  and a 
committee to plan for over-all 
C o l l e g e  p ro gram ming.  A 
re-vitalization of student interest 
will also be evident if the class 
elections are competitive and 
dynamic.
It is pointless to say that if 
the students themselves do not 
wish to participate in campus 
programming and decision 
making,  the great ideas of 
yester-years will fade to nothing. 
The Hearing Committee, the 
student tax, the utilization of 
t h r e e  v e r y  w o r k a b l e  
c o n s t i t u t i o n s  w i l l  n o t  
materialize. The student’s voice 
on such important issues as 
curriculum, College calendar, 
College Council — in brief, 
policies that govern campus life 
will be the individual voice, not 
that of the body corporate.
It is true, one must test the 
wings before one can fly and 
leave the cocoon. The weeks 
ahead will tell if the student 
body at Rosary Hill will fly or 
return to the cocoon. No one 
c a n '  determine this but the 
students themselves.
May 5,1970
Sister M. Paula Fox
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FOURTH EDITORIAL
As a frustrated freshman who 
has (not without much hard 
thought) chosen to remain at 
RHC, I believe it my duty to 
give a personal impression of my 
first year here.
Perhaps I arrived with an 
e x c e s s  o f  i d e a l i s m  and 
enthusiasm. I can see nothing 
Wrong with either. Being a 
person who believes that the 
only way to get to know a 
system well is to be actively 
involved in it, I ran for and was 
elected to a position on Senate. 
This was a completely unique 
and often frustrating experience. 
And now that the referendum is 
over and we must all face the 
m u s i c ,  t h e  s en t imen t  of 
f rus t r a t io n  wins over the 
uniqueness of the ordeal.
I want to make it clear that I 
have in no way a negative 
attitude; it’s just that in my 
frustration I find it necessary to 
air my observations in order to 
be able to pick up from here and 
start over again.
I have found for the most part 
deplorable the attendance at 
lec tures and films on this 
campus. It has shocked me that 
more people have not profited 
from activities other than social 
ones. The social situation itself is 
far from ideal (as most anyone 
will agree with me).
I n  m y  q u e s t i o n  o f  
transferring, there were many 
f a c t o r s  to  consider .  This 
frustration with the lack of 
interests in many students in 
pursuits other than social was a
Everyone is word V» s°Y‘n9




A . Goodbye, goodbye.
f/ìQ «fen9tiim ¡ ¡ l i l i.....................................
Cheer up.
The worst is yet to come.
Or is it?
In
liftin e . •**
u n d e r n e
nth-
p r i m e  o n e .  Yet when I 
considered the new constitution 
which had not yet been passed, 
a n d  th e  p r o s p e c t s  of a 
directorship on the Activities 
Board, I had to think twice 
concerning the possibilities of 
t h i s  s c h o o l .  L a c k i n g  a 
long-standing tradition, there is 
room to move. My profs were a 
great source of encouragement — 
they were very concerned and 
helpful. I began to believe there 
was hope.
T h e n  t h e  r e f e r e n d u m  
happened.  Governing Board, 
Activities Board, and Budget 
Board all died apathetic deaths. 
The feeling of frustration 
returned. But is all of this 
hopeless? I don’t know. I believe 
that at this point frustrated is 
the only way to be. If enough 
people decide, to be frustrated 
we might begin again.
Therefore, as a frustrated 
freshman who believes that great 
things can be done when 
f rus t ra ted  people combine 
forces, I urge you to rid yourself 
of your frustration. Run for 
class office. Do something. If it 
takes the death of a beautiful 
opportunity to wake us up, well 
have to suffer the loss. Use your 
frustration to turn the loss into a 
gain
Natalie Doyle ’73 
PARTING SHOTS . . .
By Noreen O’Hagan ’70
Congratulations, Rosary Hill! 
You’ve done it again! Except 
that this time I could see it 
coming.
Rosary Hill has changed a lot 
since September, 1966, when 
my class arrived as freshmen. 
There was no Wick Center, no 
art wing in Duns Scotus, no 
carpeted faculty offices, no 
jukebox, no dance studio . 
and no apathy.
In recent weeks, occurrences 
here have left me with the 
feeling: “Why bother?” A new 
constitution that I had a hand in 
forming was not legally ratified 
(as I see it) because not enough 
people could ..find the time to 
read it and simply vote “yes” or 
“ n o . ”  The Student Senate 
abolished itself because no one 
was in teres ted  enough to 
self-nominate herself for its 
major offices — prizes which 
were highly sought-after four 
years ago.
My days at Rosary Hill are 
literally numbered. With thesis 
and comps completed, some 
days I feel I should stay around 
only because my room and 
board is paid up until May 24. 
But on May 24, it will all seem 
different, because I will care and 
I will realize why I have 
bothered.
I ’ve said before that Rosary 
Hill has been good to me. It has 
helped to educate me and it was 
here that my ideals, attitudes 
and beliefs have taken shape. 
And I can honestly say that for 
every unhappy memory I may 
have, there are always good ones 
to outweigh them.
But on May 24 I will cease 
being an undergraduate and I 
will become a concerned alumna 
— concerned because of the state 
the College will be in when I 
leave it. “Apathy” is a term that 
is easily thrown around these 
days, but what else can one use 
as a reason for the current 
attitude of the student body? 
S e n a t e  h a s  been grossly 
ineffective this year; Wick Board 
programming was deficient. But 
is this reason for not voting on 
what the status of the student 
government should be? Students 
had a chance to abolish Senate 
themselves or save it with a vote 
of confidence. But not enough 
people even cared to vote. If 
students were dissatisfied with 
the Senate leadership, why 
didn’t someone step forward and 
grab the chance to “take a sad 
song and make it better?” Or 
would it be easier to run for a 
class office, with minimal work 
and maximum recognition?
I have no panacea for the ills 
that are infecting the campus 
right now. I tend to feel that if 
no one cares enough for student 
government, then there isn’t  any 
















deserve one. I am rather glad, in 
a way, that 1 won’t be around in 
the fall to see the mess when 
people wonder  where the 
programming is, and students 
have no organization set up to 
specifically deal with the 
administration and faculty, and 
no one to sit on administrative 
committees (now that we’ve the 
permission) and the myriad of 
other Senate activities that we 
take so much for granted.
But 1 hope someone will be 
around in the fall to pick up the 
pieces. Perhaps our structure has 
been patched up once too often 
and it couldn’t stand the strain. 
There is a new constitution and 
an old one to choose from. And 
there are a lot of good, sturdy 
bricks to build upon. I just hope 
someone has the courage to save 
them. As Rod McKuen says: 
“Take a chance on me.
I haven’t any name but what 
you’ll give me when you leave.”
DIALOGUE
PLACE: Oddy Lounge; May 4, 
1970; 5:30-6:45 P.M. 
PARTICIPANTS:
Nancy Kelly; Moderator 
Kathy Acey; Sophomore 
Robin Bieger; Senior 
Mr. Robert De Carli; Asst. 
Professor of Mathematics 
Mr. William Mayrl; Instructor 
of Sociology
Sister Patricia Plovanich; Asst. 
Dean of Student Affairs 
Ave Poth; Junior 
Edited by Nancy Kelly and 
Sister Patricia Plovanich
MODERATOR: What were the 
w e a k n e s s e s  o f  s t u d e n t  
government this year?
KATHY: Senate in particular 
needed more unification. There 
was too much disagreement and 
not enough working together. I 
believe we had to hassle with the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  and never 
received enough cooperation. In 
general there is a trend toward 
apathy among students which is 
hard to break through. I really 
don’t think there are enough 
people willing to work to break 
through this. /
MODERATOR: What were the 
underlying causes?
KATHY: Rosary Hill College has 
been an all girls school for so 
long and we are taught not to 
question anything. Students just 
won’t work for something they 
can’t get and even when they 
attempt to, it takes a very long 
t ime to work through the 
channels (administrative and 
s t u d e n t ) .  New s t ructu res  
introduced by Senate offered a 
better lines of communication.
A V E :  I ’ve h a d  s i m i l a r  
experiences like Kathy’s. You 
want something you propose it 
and before you even get it to the 
proper channels you are told it 
won’t make it. I feel I’ve wasted 
all this t ime and nothing 
happens and after a while 
s tuden ts  s top listening to
i thank You God for most this 
amazing day: for the leaping 
greenly spirits of trees and a blue 
true dream of sky; and for 
everything which is natural 
which is infinite which is yes
(i who have died am alive again 
today, and this is the sun’s 
birthday; this is the birthday of 
life and of love and wings: and 
o f the  gay great happening 
inimitably earth)
how should tasting. touching 
hearing seeing breathing any — 
lifted from the no of all nothing 
— human merely being doubt 
unimaginable You?
(now the ears of my ears awake 
and now the eyes of my eyes are 
opened)
representatives and say, “Why 
bother!”
MR. DE CARLI: It took me 
four years to get a feeling of 
what kind of things I can get 
done in my own concentration. 
I t ’s all part of working in a 
system that doesn’t have an 
absolute ruler. Faculty has to go 
through the same thing.
AVE: But hopefully you’ll be 
here for four more years. But I 
don’t have four years to wait. 
This is part of the problem — 
students who don’t feel this is 
part of the learning process want 
to get something out of it for 
themselves, not for students ten 
years from now.
MR. DE CARLI: You find out 
that sometimes you can’t get 
things done that fast.
S I S T E R  PATRICIA: I ’ve 
watched this happen . . .  I think 
a g r o u p  def ines its own 
competency by defining the 
problems they intend to work 
on. S tu den t  Senate never 
def ined the problems for 
themselves and when they 
a t t e m p t e d  to do i t  they 
excluded the larger group.
MODERATOR: Is apathy just a 
student problem?
MR. DE CARLI: I don’t like the 
idea of apathy. There are some 
students in tough concentrations 
which demand that they work 
hard, or have outside job, or 
they had an active social life 
before they came here and they 
just aren’t interested in getting 
involved. I was that kind of 
student — I had my own life. I 
just went to school for course 
work, credit, classes and my 
degree and that was all I was 
interested in. I suppose if you 
stretch the definition you could 
classify me as apathetic.
ROBIN: I think there has been a 
change since you were in college. 
Students are becoming more 
aware of the fact that the 
l e a r n i n g  process and the 
education process doesn’t stop 
in the classroom. A student can’t 
isolate himself and that’s why 
students are becoming more 
involved and integrating the two 
things.
MR. MAYRL: I think that the 
problem which has been called 
student apathy and its correlate, 
which is a weak s tuden t  
government, is a problem that 
Rosary Hill College is not going 
to solve. There are two reasons 
why Rosary Rill will never have 
a decent student government. 
First, the nature of the student 
body itself at Rosary Hill and 
second, the nature of the power 
structure at Rosary Hill and at 
most other colleges. In the mid 
sixties, Clark and Trout, two 
sociologists, did a study of 
American universities to try to 
u n d e r s ta n d  wh a t  kind of 
students they have. They fall 
into four categories: vocational,
Editor: May 5,1970
At the beginning of this year 
an attempt was made to open 
the channels of communication 
between students and faculty by 
having each faculty senator 
consult at fairly regular intervals 
wi th one or more student 
senators. I spent a good portion 
of the time with the senator 
assigned to work with me trying 
to assure her that progress was 
being made . . . all things come 
to those who wait. Be patient, I 
said;,  y o u ’re too  close to 
appreciate the changes that are 
taking place . . . al l  significant 
change is slow and methodical. I 
also said that in time she would 
appreciate the truth in my 
advice.
The student who worked with 
me was Kathy Hourihan.
Peter A. Siedlecki
a c a d e m i c ,  s o c i a l ,  a n d  
non-conformist. Rosary Hill is 
primarily a vocational school not 
in terms of courses offered, but 
in the aspirations of a large 
number of students. It is a small 
school and a lot of day hops 
have to work outside. Clark and 
Trout found that in vocationally 
oriented schools the students 
there tended  to  be rarely 
involved in the campus activities. 
The vocationally  or ien ted  
student sees school as a means to 
an end. I pay my bills and at 
Rosary Hill they are kind of 
high. I go to my courses, I get 
my grades, and that is it. I don’t 
want to be bothered.
The second aspect might be 
the structure of power here that 
relates to the dual notion of 
what a college is. There is one 
theory (filling-station) in which 
the student accepts the structure 
that exists there and acts only as 
a customer. A second notion 
among  more: academically 
oriented students (I refer not to 
their grades as much as in the 
way they work with ideas) is the 
no t ion  that  there is some 
equality; where students seem to 
take a more active interest, 
college is seen as an end.
Again this problem is not 
unique to Rosary Hill College, 
but common to all schools of 
this size and to the kind of 
community Rosary Hill services. 
At best we’ll get modifications 
and minor improvements, but 
u n l e s s  t h e r e  a r e  s o m e  
fundamental changes, which are 
far more reaching than a 
constitution or even a power 
structure, little will be effected. 
Granted I am throwing out some 
philosophical things, but perhaps 
you can draw some kind of 
comparisons.
SISTER PATRICIA: While I ’ll 
accept the principle that” perhaps 
students involved in student 
government are academically 
oriented, I don’t think this is 
true of our student senate as a. 
whole. There was a small group 
who fell into this category, but 
on the whole Senate was socially 
oriented. Because there were 
such divergent ideas, Senate 
could not  resolve this. The 
groups  could not bear the 
tension and come together as a 
unified whole. Ultimately, when 
the dissolution of Senate was 
suggested it seemed a logical 
possibility because the group 
had never resolved its internal 
problems.
I may be incorrect but I felt 
the following as I observed 
Senate’s activities for a couple of 
years. First of all one principle 
o f  success depends  upon 
involvement of people at all 
levels of decision making. (This 
holds true with students working 
with administrative groups — 
who are not going to be happy 
and not going to follow through 
with decisions if they can’t have 
a say about them on all levels.) 
This principle was never taken 
seriously by Senate. Therefore 
abolishment seemed like a threat 
or a punishment at the end 
because since they don’t support 
us we won’t have a constitution 
or a student government. We’ll 
simply let you hang for a year. 
But I would like to think it 
wasn’t that, but that Senate 
never spoke realistically to what 
the group wanted. If we are 
vocationally oriented student 
body, the group should have 
taken  it very seriously and 
plugged them into their own 
power.
MR. MAYRL: With regard.to 
t h i s  s m a l l e r  g r o u p ,  the  
academically-oriented,  these 
students in the context of the 
vocationally-oriented students 
run into a double brick wall. 
First, they have students who 
a r e n ’t in te res ted  in doing 
anything; second, they have an 
administration holding pretty 
much this “ filling station” 
theory of a college where the 
administrators run the college.' 
The few students who are 
interested find that there are no 
chances  open  to them for 
policy-m aking. Consequently, 
even the academically-oriented 
students become apathetic.
MR. DECARLI: I think there 
are an awful lot of students in 
th e  v o c a t io n a l ly - o r ie n t e d  
c a t e g o r y .  I c a n ’t speak 
statistically, but I have a fair 
sampling of classes — more than 
100 students per semester, and it 
seems th a t  there are more 
s tud en ts  uninteres ted  than 
interested. They hardly know 
what’s going on, hardly ever read 
the school  newspaper. The 
basketball team which consisted 
o f  2 5 girls was ent i re ly  
uninterested in the question of 
the curriculum committee. I got 
into a discussion about it and no 
one knew what I was talking 
about. So you’ve got a real 
problem.
SISTER PATRICIA: I ’d like to 
say that we have a notoriously 
poor school newspaper, which 
may, in part, account for the 
fact that people aren’t informed 
of things. This is something that 
deserves attention.
MR. MAYRL: This might be a 
chicken — egg question.
SISTER PATRICIA: It could be.
I think it could be one area to 
test just how much liberty and 
leeway students have. I think 
that the test ultimately means 
that we say they have freedom 
of press. Do they really? But 
another thing is this. In the work 
I did on the Freshman program,
I del iberately bypassed the 
students who usually serve on 
committees, etc., because I had 
an  i d e a  t h a t  they were 
over-extended and I couldn’t get 
the best work from them, but 
also because I wanted to find 
out where things really were. 
And I found students who were 
dying to help on something. As 
soon as they were asked, they 
were most cooperative in giving 
time, and they came up with a 
very clear .and  challenging 
analysis of what the academic 
situation was here, and one that 
is going to be most helpful in 
dealing with the new freshman 
class. !  hesitate to say that our 
students are apathetic. I think 
that they haven’t been tapped — 
p o s s i b l y  by facul ty  and 
administration, but also by their 
own group.
NANCY: Kathy, considering Mr. 
Mayr l ’s comment about the 
,vocationally-oriented student 
here, do yo*U believe that there’s 
room on our campus for every 
type of student?
KATHY: Right now, no. I don’t 
think there is. I ’ve been thinking 
about this, and I believe it’s true. 
From my contacts with students 
here, 1 think that there isn’t a 
place for the socially-active 
s tudent ,  the radical student. 
These students bang their heads 
o n  walls,  and t h e r e ’s no 
response.
SISTER PATRICIA: I think you 
give out a certain kind of signal. 
This year when the students 
were building their constitution,
I found it curious that they had 
carefully built in a resident 
council representative, but there 
was no provision for a commuter 
representa t ive .  Communters 
simply have no place to put the 
feelings they have. In last year’s 
j u n i o r  c lass  e lec t ions ,  a 
commuter ran against a very 
popular resident student. She 
had a good platform, good ideas, 
and she also felt keenly that 
wi th someone in office for 
com m ute r  input ,  commuter 
feelings towards S.A. would be 
im pro ved .  She los t  by a 
landslide. I t ’s unfortunate, but I 
d o n ’t  think anyone’s taking 
commuter  students seriously. 
They hear that signal from their 
peers in Student Government so 
they take their talents elsewhere .
KATHY: I ’m not so sure I agree. 
This question came up in Senate 
— a separate commuter council 
hnd hearing committee. Senate 
f e l t  t h a t  WE w e r e  t h e  
commuter’s'hearing board. I feel 
t h a t  th is  year  especial ly,  
commute rs  w ere well-repre­
sented on Senate, although I’ll 
agree that there’s an imbalance.
NANCY : Sister, I was on the 
Constitutional Committee, and 
I’d likç to make a correction. 
Our thinking behind not have 
separate representation is that 
we still wanted to work as a 
Student Body as a whole — not 
in these  small little power 
groups. That is why we did not 
have a separate commuter group.
S I S T E R  P A T R I C I A :  I 
understand that, but if you see a 
Governing Board where there’s a 
representative from the resident 
body and none f rom the 
commuter group — although the 
committee may understand it — 
you give a very clear signal out 
to  commute rs  ab o u t  your 
concern for them.
MR. DECARLI: If Bill is right, 
and there are eleven hundred 
who are quite happy and two 
hundred who aren’t, it seems to 
me that the two hundred should 
just learn to survive as best they 
can. If the eleven hundred are 
happy with directives coming
Help someone you love who has 
poor vision read beyond the headlines.
C O R IT A  K EN T
down from the top . . I ’m not
being facetious . . . why go 
through all this trouble* What 
makes  you th ink  that the 
students will be happier if some 
other students get power when 
they’re not unhappy now.
NANCY: I see one question 
throughout this discussion. What 
can we define as the role of this 
college then? This is part of the 
problem. There are those of us 
here who DO feel the need for 
more involvement.
ROBIN: We have to look at 
what type of student comes in. 
I t’s a private school, we have a 
homogeneous type here, and the 
school caters very much to one 
type. I disagree with your idea 
o f defining your own role, 
Sister. When things are tightly 
structured, it’s very-difficult .to 
define your own role. I f  the 
structure is developed in such a 
way that there is only one group 
th a t  has the decision-making 
power, then the role that you 
get is good for nothing.
In regard to Mr. DeCarli’s 
point about the large majority, 
“happy” is a relative term. I 
can’t see that students are happy 
when I see the turn-over of 
students AND faculty. I think 
that sluggishness is evident on 
every levql — th a t  it runs 
through all groups, and that 
means we can improve in every 
way.
SISTER PATRICIA: I think, 
Robin, that we don’t  disagree on 
some things. First of all, I clearly 
agree with the position that says 
— “if I have to work through the 
administration to change a dress 
code, through an administrative 
council to change curfew hours 
f o r  d o r m s , ’’ I th ink  an 
unfortunate thing has been said 
from the top about competency 
of the student group. I certainly 
want to question the ability of a 
power elite to run the campus.
But I think that something 
else was very clear — that 
without meaning to, the Student 
Government became its own 
kind of power elite — and there 
should be some soul-searching 
about this. I believe that Senate 
was too embroiled with its own 
problems — these 24 people who 
had a direction they wanted to 
see — to be sensitive to the fact 
that maybe somebody else had a 
d i rec t io n  t h a t  wou ld  help 
achieve the same thing; I think 
Senate has been talking largely 
to itself without realizing it, and 
this is something the group 
needs to think abo£t.
NANCY: Sister, you said this 
new d i r ec t ion Would be a 
com bined  faculty-student-ad- 
min is t ra t i on  effort working 
together.
(Continued on Page 4)
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Sleep Time Story
By Peter Siedlecki
All of a sudden, the bigness 
into which she had grown was 
gone .". . she was little again and 
not so certain as before. The 
place to which she had come was 
confusing; she could not tell if it 
was light or dark . . .  but she 
would search and learn. Through 
the darkness . . .  or lightness, she 
stumbled along until she found 
herself next to a carpenter who 
seemed eager to display his craft. 
He sat her on the stump of the 
tree from which he had cut and 
planed his lumber. And before 
her eyes, a building rose up out 
of the confusion of boards and 
steel and glass that he worked 
wi th .  I t  was beautiful and 
perfect to her eyes. When it was 
finally completed, the carpenter 
strode quickly away into the 
night . . . or day. Thinking him 
only shy, she leaped from her 
place and threw open the door 
of his house to find . . .  nothing, 
a cavernous emptiness without 
curtain, chair, or fire. She called 
to the carpenter and pleaded 
with him to return, but he had 
gone too far to hear her voice.
Frightened, she ran frantically 
to where she had left or lost her 
bigness; and there, she saw the 
things that she had been too big 
to see before: grotesque little 
people scurrying so aimlessly . . .  
all sounding the same . . .  all 
looking the same, and none of 
them had eyes.
Lording- over them was a 
General  who sat  disguised 
behind a huge polished desk. He 
wore a dark suit, a neat tie, a 
smile on his suilline face, and an 
excessive cigar that made the air 
lethal.
Secretly, the general directed 
the movements of the high priest 
toward  whom the scurrying 
people sometimes bowed as they 
absently observed him work his 
ritual of sacrificing human flesh.
So she, more horrified now
than confused, ran back to 
where the house had risen out of 
rubble in the carpenter’s hands. 
He was still gone someplace in 
hiding, probably alone as she.
“Answers! I need answers!” 
she screamed.
... And someone who moved in 
and out too quick to be defined 
rushed out at her from behind a 
tree and thrust a telephone into 
her hands.
“ H e r e  t h e y  a r e , ’ ’ he 
announced efficiently from his 
blurred flurry.
There was a button labeled 
ANSWERS next to the dial on 
the telephone. She lifted the 
receiver and asked, “Why is it 
the way it is?”
When she pushed the button 
for the answer, a stripelike voice 
said, “I LIKE you!”
Shaking her head in a gesture 
that was near despair, she asked, 
“What am I doing here?”
The voice returned when 
summoned by the button: “My 
name is Sally. I am your friend.”
Lost, she began to cry and 
walk as aimless as the ones who 
had no eyes, but more slowly 
and more sadly. Then she felt an 
arm On her shoulders. She 
looked up and found, standing 
at her right side, a large, plump, 
happy-looking man who wore a 
funny little hat and ludicrous 
short pants. He walked over to a 
high hill, and directed her up the 
hill at its steepest part. She 
climbed gingerly and scraped her 
arms and knees as she groped, 
leaving the rocks spotted with 
signs of her life, letting her juices 
mix with those of the grass that 
she clutched for safety. When 
she came to the top, she found 
only desolate emptiness again. 
There were pebbles and cold 
ground in which nothing seemed 
to grow. In a breathless instant a 
face popped up from the other 
side of the hill. It was a clown 
who laughed the tears out of his 
eyes and they washed away his
white make-up to reveal enough 
o f the  face o f the plump 
happy-looking man to let her 
realize his joke. She ran past him 
and down the side which he had 
used . . .  it was easy and smooth 
to descend.
“Stop!” a deep, resounding 
cannon-voice commanded when 
she reached the bottom of the 
hill.
She did, when she saw him 
standing there — a stern, 
imposing man, whose shoulders 
were as wide as the sky,and dark 
as the shadow of a mountain.
“You are lost,” he said.
She nodded and welcomed 
silently his hand on her head, 
and he spoke:
“I have many things to tell 
you about how to be found, for 
there is no excuse for being lost 
so long as there are stars in the 
skies and moss on the trees that 
have no leaves in the winter 
when the rabbits fur turns 
whiter because the trees are 
without leaves. This is a tree. 
Trees lose their leaves in the 
winter. This tree loses its leaves 
in the winter . . . unless it is a fir 
and the fur' of the rabbit is 
whiter in the winter . . .  the hair 
of the hare, so to speak . . .
And as he continued to speak, 
he became smaller. When his 
words had faded into a whisper 
and then into silence, he had 
melted into a puddle at her feet.
But what kept her hope from 
dying was a man who seemed to 
reach for her and summon her to 
follow him. It seemed he carried 
light with him and this made 
him unlike the others. And, 
since the light gave warmth as 
well,  she t rus ted him and 
followed him as closely as she 
could.
B ut then ,  someone who 
moved in and out too quick to 
be defined, threw a sudden net 
over the one who carried the 
light and took him into darkness 
so deep that it swallowed his 
light.
And she was lost again . 
'and, now, because the hope was 
also lost, she tore out her eyes . .  
. stuffed the pulpy ball into her 
ears, and screamed until her 
voice was gone . : then 
screamed again until she was also 
gone.
For no one seemed to hear.
DIALOG UE (Con’t)
SISTER PATRICIA: One thing I 
see in some leadership here — 
and I think this is true of faculty 
and students — is that once I say 
how Rosary Hill is going to 
change for the better, I am so 
hell-bent on accomplishing it 
that I forget to listen to other 
voices who are there — who have 
feelings about what I ’m Saying. I 
think that the success of a 
project is proportionate in the 
end to the involvement'it gets. If 
I have to modify} that isn’t 
necessarily compromise. It may 
mean that people who share the 
responsibility or who play a 
critical part have a say in it. 
They’re going to work with it 
better in the end. I ’m not sure 
tha t  in this- regard student 
government didn’t get itself into 
the very position for which it 
c r i t i c i z e d  f a c u l t y  a n d  
administration.
NANCY: So far,  we have 
discussed our problems in 
general. Let’s go at it another 
way. If you personally had a free 
hand with our present situation, 
what direction would you like to 
see taken here?
MR. DECARLI: That’s a tough 
question. I get very nervous 
when vast sweeping changes are 
requested. As you well know I’m 
not alone in this feeling on the 
faculty. I think that if students 
went  abou t  t rying to  get 
t emporary  power with the 
re-evaluation after two years. I 
think that type of thing could 
get enough faculty support to 
push through. When you come 
in with these recommendations 
that this change is forever — 
t h e n  s o m e  of the more 
conservative faculty members 
back up and fight.
KATHY: I disagree entirely. I 
think that in almost everything 
we’ve attempted we’ve inserted, 
“This is on a trial basis, we will 
evaluate it.” Even when we’ve 
put in the stipulation — whether 
it’s Resident Councilj Senate, 
any student committee — It has 
never really helped.
SISTER PATRICIA: That’s true 
Kathy. In answer to Nancy’s 
question I think I ’d like to see
two things. I don’t like to see 
the lines of the groups become 
complete ly blurred. I think 
t h a t ’s a clear error because 
facul ty administrat ion and 
students have interests that are 
uniquely theirs.
I ’d like to see a very clear 
definition on*the part of each 
group of the concerns that are 
strictly its own, for example — 
faculty concerns are salary, 
tenure and faculty should handle 
these.  S tude nt  regulations 
concerning resident  living, 
campus organizations should be 
defined by students. Then, I 
would like to see very soon 
those areas which affect all three 
groups thrown into a college 
c o u n c i l  w h i c h  h a d  
representation from the various 
fac tors  for discussion, and 
decision and policy making.
DECARLI: But that’s not the 
problem. How would you start 
to  implement something like 
that? There’s the problem.
SISTER PATRICIA: I don’t see 
any reason why next year a 
college council can’t begin to 
define how it’s going to operate.
DECARLI: How do you get that 
kind of authority? I mean, 
everything we did on the 
operations committee has been 
wiped out. We were given the 
power. We made the decisions. 
The power was taken away. The 
decisions were changed.
S I S T E R  P A T R I C I A :  I 
understand that. Is it specifically 
the trustees, the president? Is 
that what your’re saying?
DECARLI: Yes, that seems to 
be where it’s coming from.
SISTER PATRICIA: But we’re 
all very careful not to talk about 
it  which saves us from a 
confrontation. If that’s where 
the problem is, then it has to be 
said.
ROBIN: We’ve said it — over and 
over. /
The discussion continued, but 
some of the members had to 
leave. The unedited version is 








U N Q  
6 SH
AP
#
